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- Introductory Statement ' 


_  The|mission of the Stanford Center for Research and evelopment’ ~~ 
, in Teaching is ta improve teaching ‘in American schools. Current major 
-” operations include three research and development programs--Teaching - 
ow Béfeetiveness, The Environment for. Teaching, arid Teaching and =. |. 
-.. Linguistic Pluralism--and two programs combining research and techni-~ 
hei ot divtbales Shy hires Mo a AL cea ta Training Institute 
and: the Hoover/Stanferd Teacher Corps: Project. A-program of explora- :: 
"tory and related studies provides for smaller studigs not part of the: 
|, Major programs. © cs ke ee 5 Ae ee 
 \oo *-The Environment for Teaching Progitim has conducted a series of — 
". \\“empirical studies of educational evaluation processes using a general 
'.’ theoreti¢al framework. The National Institute of Education asked. us 
|. $0 prepare a survey of recent Literaturé-in this’ field so that pructi-... 
- os. "ttoners/and researchers. can begin to find thetr:way through the large * 
“o) “vokome /of publications. alhis survey. is not compléte, ‘but-it ‘may; 9 
“x, provide a reasonable point of. entry for determining: current. kndwledge 
- y of the evaluation of administrators, teachers, and students, © 9. 0 e. 
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This review and, / s00-entry, bibliography. cover ‘some. of ne 
ture’ ‘on’ the evaluation of schools, schog) administrators, ; 
and students publis ed between 1965 and/1975.. The authors. ‘preview, 
the 9 works: cited — r ‘the headings: ‘theary, policy, and practice: 


“N, 


«am 


ie onal. dovelopmeit, rosie cohlege training produced talented’ <a 
teachers who were ‘prepared. forthe ‘unexpected. But. those sacra 
care: no\ longer Widely. befieved, andthe ‘public. is. asking hard ‘questions ae 
‘about the effects of schools: and teaching.” “They want: some. assurance. a | 
“ang 5 some evidence. that the t teachers, who feach their chi dren. are. ‘compe 
“tent: profeasionals,” = oo * oh pea ea Be 


: Evaiuation of nine has. 
eh been a ‘key. concerns fi ‘In ‘part’ this: ‘laxity was encouraged by ‘the. 
% assumptions. noted above. But for. wtidtever reasons, edutational ~ 
evaluation: processes have hever, bees highly, developed. . . Béfective | 

, Systems! of evaluation do not. exist * in: schools today. Teichers do ‘not 
sale what, criteria: are used. in evaluating ‘them they are, observed 


Stee on: ‘their: own: nperformance | or - that ‘of the’ schoo! or district. 
Superintendents, ecause of their: direct, accountabitity. to the ‘school en 
_. boardy. probably | recsive® ‘more ‘evaluations: ‘than, almost any other, partic~ 
i ipant in. educational ‘organizations, with the. ‘exception of students, . a 
but the eriteria on, ‘which they are > evaluated. “often have: little rela- 


“the. gap. between interest, in, evaluation and: the: ‘idileguey. of, 
existing systems, of ‘evaluation: ‘has, ereated a. ‘flurry: of activity in. 
a field. Much - i etfore. has’ ‘been, eipended 2 on rdevising new evaluation 


pee 


"otal, the Literati re i as ; been: aimed. ag ‘two goals. The 


oe 


re) 
ERIC:# 


: aan Bs hg Ge as Syren ee nl it 
3 How well, has a particular schnl,piipiamy teacher, ‘or’ pupil. accom oe a 
. _ “plished desired. Tearning: objectives? The ‘second. is. aimed at. evaluating met gers etal 
performance: How well does a particdtar teacher or administrator torts” ee a 56 
“form to. some desired. ‘conception: of. role performance? ei cee eh ae: ot . 
a The Jiterature also disclisses two: purposes of evaluation. ‘The - ce ar ae 
eae: isto. establish grounds. for making personnel. decisions--who gets . . 
. hired, fired, Pronoyed, transferred, or rewarded... The second is to a! os 
em people improve their performance and grow professionally. - : : 


"Finally, ‘the evaluation literature. discusses ‘the: evaluators: . 
“Who is involved in the evaluation. process ‘i’ schools? * [s evaluation. a 


“the province solely, of administrators? ‘Should. -valtiat ions.emphasize Pas ta 
exchanges among . peers? ‘Shoutd students take a major . role. ig: evaluating? er 
: “How oot" evel should, parents ‘be involved? an ‘ 


es 


‘The: Purpose of this: paper is to summarize. the recent Viferature a 
on evaluation of ‘persons | and” their. perforniancds in schools. Weu found » 
ie necessary to -Narfow. our | “focus; ‘and rather ‘than try to’ cover. both ~ — ene 
\prograi and .person evaluation, we have reported only work on. evalua - a 
Ne ‘tion: ‘of. persons: | administrators, teachers, and students. We haye.. na 
ae examined: the, Nees anit, of” the ‘evaluation’ of partici- : 


. x cldar distinctions between fis. srasstieg gf veto and programs, - 
neta cs and, cputtcomes.” Conseqdéntly,, Seite Hterature. ae | oe 


we but: our. ‘main ‘diphasis thas been. ee the « ‘evaluation eee. 
pee a haceretae : os Se dete Ve ae ees SO aie 


bak ‘esearch \ fen of: it is pa rochidt: at bese, We: expéct that | our. ae ee. oes 
: “helpful to- regea chers ork. in this area. _More Vag @ 


iy Be dgevtty Ff a ee o a ‘ oa. is Z. >, e / rs 
S any “4 ; : _ ae i ar a. te - 


Sas | - For. the past ten years,’ the. Envirdrinent for Teaching Progran: has, res 
ae | “rhdeierstiay ing the evaluation process in schools and other. organi 2a. # _ 
oe gas. Our Work ia the. area, we felt, gave US a: head: start. inwcon- a a, 
ic dy cting. ‘this summary-and synthesis, We have developed ‘a. theory of. ae 
- .,dvaluatfon which; ‘among. other ‘things, provides an abstract: model. of : 
the: ‘evaluation process. hoe 2 a tot ala 
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., -Assigning goals . aa ne tee 


} : . 
2... Setting criteria or ‘ standatds : hg n oe 
-3.. Making observations | Gampling pat rormens®) Ned, @atgh. ata, OMe, O 
oM. Appraising -performance .° ie 

5 
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- Communicating appraisals (feedback) © 9 7 8 oy 
Planning a program: for Amproyenent ee -. ee aan ‘a ee 


. our’ research. has: conviriced us: thlit weaknesses: in every step Of 
othe’ evaluation process ‘exist. in schools. ‘We believe that the’ direc: 
orton: for,improvement™ lie in bolstering each step of the: process: ' = 
ae developing specific evaluation criteria; making Frequent evaluations: . 
; “-dompunicating these evaluations in a clear, ‘straight forward: manner. 
and: ‘developing specific programs for improving. performances. ‘We hope 
that [thiss ‘Summary of. the - literature will stimulate practitioners to” 
emake ; ‘o series of. efforts designed: ta ‘effect these and other ‘Improve . 
ments, in schooi evaluation processes... Pe 
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‘ipgt ‘The literature is. ‘organized here by: ‘area of applicatior=-the™ - a 
“School in general, administrators, teachers , ‘ghd. Students. These. four.” 

: areas. were. further’ subitivided into three categories of publications; 
those deal: ng with: theoretical: isstics,. those on. policy and political . 

e Assues and thase oriented ‘toward implenentation: or. practical. igsues.. 

| Only a small number of books, and articles are théoretical--éven 

‘fn, @ limited. sense. ‘Such Pieces * ‘attempt: to. “draw. general coneiusions.. se 

eo about. the process: of evaluating persofis. in schools. Within this’ gate 

"gory. most authors support our own view. ‘of the evaluation. ‘process, as 

_ briefly. given above. . These’ theoretical works arg” included to B piyide — 

“8 1 broad: overview of: the subject; 4? eae er ae 

Pee ik. greater number of. books. and art {clos deal: with: pol icy! or. t polit= 

. “eal se li sm ee 

a8 the power st Bales over teacher accountability, or. - 


dn factors deriving from hore capi rical ly based gtulies 


‘such as: the 
“comparative impact: ‘upon. performances. of the opinions: of different nae ee ee 
‘evaluators / These" ‘articles ure: includéd to provide some: gencral guide. 


sy ey 


lines and™suggest ions ~ salam AE ae : mt an ee a 


“, : Ne vO _ 


io ie Finally, the greatest number of books and articles are exclusively s - ts 


_ Practica) and concerned with speci fic implementation. techniques. * nae oY 


Typically. they presetit de counts of. evaluation | systems in use in par 
~ ticular schools: or how- to-do- -it, instructions which can enable others: 
, “£0 employ the same: “system. Works sin this. category. ‘may further be . 
+) divided into” those dealing with thods~r systoms..of- evalluation.in ae an 
general sand those focus ing. only on the criteria. to be ‘used for evatua- . 
pe 4 . tion. these: references are included : to provide practical sugeést ions, jp BE 


on: designing, and conducting educational evaluation, % 7 at eke 
wie The categories presented above are not mutually. exclusive, amd 


ier weaned Leet Sores 


certain books ' and articdes, may ‘be revicwed: cunder “more , than one “tate- A . 
gor ee . Neither “is the, literature: reviewed: exhaustive of all materiel » a, ne ae 
| op-this. topic wo have focused on recent. publications, pareievlarly.” : ae 
those after eee and, al though “we cast our. net wide, some worthwhile | 
~ publications must surely have ‘escaped us. “Nevertiieleys;our. survey — - ane 
"has, proved useful co us in: our ‘study of ‘the: evaluation” ‘process, and a a 
"we hope it. will: be helpful to others concerned with: -this:-. increasingly. 


*. eritical issue, a. a oe 8 oe ee if 
- << "Bb _ EVALUATION IN ScHIOOLS ee he ee 
tn this, section s we: brief ip discuss: those publications that: sage i. 
“dress is’ues ‘relevant to. eva ld ion at. all leveis. iin the schood. fo e. 
"organization: Because. Hide abstract theoretical istudy- has be Sr a 
‘done. ‘in this ares, ‘the ‘number, of works “in this catdpory is aman ae eo eas 
ae ‘The special need for evaldation of persons. is inted “out, hy: ot — 


4: was 
‘several ‘authors... Articles of this sort ‘often origi ate. in interest. : 


i ; 
“areas out sidé oF gohoals, walker ag7ay 1 boging: ty. lueroed program 
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; lt: in a Nopelapaett and nainitonance of “desirable stage | 
pcan ey Se eet (eee G4 a awe 7 
: The ise of a general ‘theory ‘of: evaluation’ permits the determina: * : 
ea of. ‘those’ processes and. problems” common to evaluation. iff ‘all orga- vhog - 7 ~ 
2 nizations, in Schools as a whole, oF of individuals Filling specific: > fia ve 
 Foled. ‘Dornbusch ‘and Scott (1978) and theif. col leagués have’ used. a’ gers 
- , generil theory of-evaluation and ‘authority to examine. evaluation. re es se: 
/ pract|ces in various ‘settings. such’ as alternative or free schools . ; a 
- Aetaitey “oe att 1972), a unit a university faculty faculty (lind et « “gt al., 1972), and 
"a psa abies seechen:eisinine program (Brysd, 1973). ‘They : have, ex 


. “expend ture “OF ‘arrort, “jastptnity’ ‘oF wo =e (Marram et ale, 1972), the ae 
proprigty of authority systems, and ‘the frequency of evaluations. 

“thompson et aly, 1975). They i nave attempted’ to relate their _absyract 
theory [to evaluation practices an the Schools. ee a ae 


poltey | pO ee ee rs Bet, es 
: : eit - : “ : : ~ 
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Trhly general. discussions are difficult: to find in policy- 

oe oriente literature as well, It is interesting to note that policies’ ae 

7 “for | eva uating students are kopt-distinet from those for See Tuatig 

. teachers and administrators. ‘Several publications deal. with all. 

_ -$¢hool personnel except. students, - ‘DeVaughn (i971b) presents an. pver~ 
: view of the problems. and premises of teacher and administrator eyalua--* 
tion. and cites the “major difficulties as lack bf attention: to evalua- | 
‘ ““ertton! processes, faulty instruments, ‘poorly defined performance eritéria,- 
| Jack of participant involvement, and legal -questioiis:. Safthory ’ | 
(1973): examine’: Kansas ‘legistition relating y the. evaluation: of. 

_ certified: school Personnel . - This , legistation requires each+school - 

=o tH st-to-devetop- a wrieren-personnel=-evaiuation policy with the 
““efeltowing elements: act’ ‘ve involvement of ‘the communi ty in atleast . 
. the development. of: policy f ‘for staff F evaluation: invofvenent. of the 
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tana eoer eae eremattanne aan: 
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ERC ers ioe 


certified staFf* in. chis Gaveibiments active participation. oF the: fs 
"staff, imember being. “evaluated in his or her. own evaluntion; and: the 

“ gleat delineation Of ee is\to Seaiuete whom, | how, when, and. to what 

end. Soe of es ° 
_* Finally, Downey (a97ay. tak a a general Look at peer evaluation 
es : in’ orghiizattons. In bis study ne found. that three types oF ‘peer 

re evaluatjons~-one rating’ procedure ded thoonoleination procedure's=- 
(eg!) yitided’ reliability. ievels adequate ter use x short-range Individual | 


* 


eee evaluations. be a ee? < a - sale eg 
ca et Policymakers work by distributing their responsibilities. Thus, 


ae 7 u the, descriptions and V discudsions of their ‘work: ark presented | piece ‘by. 
oe _ piece. These people should: be encouraged to’ sae the Feyulrs, ot 


their varied experiences and to dray general. conclusions and principles, Se ae 
Such, offarts “will aid anid he, aided aby the’ e development of hi gue 
‘Practice ae "ab, ge er a eee Cee mee 
i ore ; re jee . . ie * \ 3 i a e 


cent pressures on schopl- systems for. accountability have increased =m 
. interest ‘in the: ‘estabtishaent of effective: ‘evaluation programs. Bur 
evaluation remains a difficult task, "and the Literature fills, many 

* education journifs. And. ‘monographs .. Several bibl ographies about, 
goueral, evalidation in schools are available eo ‘Pottakorf (1973) a 

Yh Feview of literdture if. the, ERIC. "system. .Shé discusses recent ty 4 45 
trends, focusing on tonics such. as; ‘the job- targets approach and; one 
¢hient- oriented. approach, De Prospo. qany reviews the iiterature. | 
ms - concludes : that: ‘the’ ‘goals method of evaluation (Gi. e., havirig evaluatiga 
° criteria relate to profess onal, goals) ‘most: effectively. ‘Stimulates: ~ 
-‘professionat growth. The Ae’ Clearinghouse , on Educational Manageme t \ 
(1973). offers. abstracts ‘of publ icitions concerned with soipateneye., a 
based. evaluation in: schools. i we a Sek, 1 


Most. of the practical literature aims: to , make the task: of evalua- 
tion a Tittle. bit’ easter. ore authors: esphasize. that. ‘evaluation’ of 


GO 


ag 2 


Z ; ‘ : ’ a: | . : ‘ 
: ; a . 2 wad : | 
qat veeaeihel ould be geared toward professionali growth, _ ; 

r that Wiring, J iring, ‘or. Promotion. Yet, even if administrators 
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te renove;neaat lie sanctions sae tho evaluation program, “they ay 


‘ 
i 
‘ 
i 
t 
‘ 


hese oute pes, Ts ‘tt fair. -to fudge a student,. teacher, or adaliis-" _ a 
basis sail ‘scores? Novo (1974) = tat wlthough.._ 


i with spéci fle als. Jin mind’ is more ¢. inporgant. 
" Many authors have seon. the establishment of goals as the. ‘key to ae 
“betrer evaluation. system, ‘Frazier ana, Bedley (1972) trace the impli - . 
cations of the central goal of the: Fallbrook, California, schgo! dis- 
. ~ trict, "to develop arid execute, programs which systcmatically evaluate 
sand improve the effectiveness of. ‘student ROATRINES ‘through ,the develop. . 
- ment of specific objectives. : a e . Sas he gs oe 
e . The job-targer: ‘épproach, in which evaluator and evaluatee agree : 
on “targets that indicate movement toward broader goals, has recent ly . - F 
pained popularicy. . Gray (1975) argues in favor‘of_ this approach ce. te, aa 
oe - and discusses its implementation ‘in the Hyde Park,. New York, school, ; - ate 
io ny district. Ingrahorn, and Keefe (1972) describe. a‘similar plaa o 
aR m in Rennsyivania and offér a list of objectives. They. warn, however, * ee 
mee _ that this system asy lure participants to choose easily attainabic 
i a © goals: rather.than: the most important goals» The selection of goals is ~° <— 
wan the key feature in this - ‘system, The evaluator. ahd evaluatce usually ~ oar 


a begin with a conference. to decide what the evaluatec' s role- actual ly | 
aa . “+ invel ves and what the goals should be.’ ‘The job-target approach de- . 
“© pands cooperation between’ the evaluator and evaluatee jn alt aspects _ ae 
. OF evaluation. MacGregor (1975) exphasizes that constructive feedback” 
“ee nee to. the evaluates must be an integral pare of the evaluation. ‘Progran if 


Ne, 
"performance is ‘to ‘improve. e | a 


eur oe ot . * 
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. 


nd- i: objectives ‘to ‘progran-plonning 


ate * adgeting aystess ome, and ‘ta performance” evaluation. -The Nationale. al 3 
oe Education - ‘ASSociation: e2y offers instriictivns | for a four-hour s Simi- , 
\ lation’ ‘of the seg: of a system-wide: évaluation aysten _ Guide! Sines ; 

Be es are. provided for planning ‘and role ‘Bescription. . ae Ne 
se | Another "ovement . that has recently gained popularity: is the ap o 


co pral rahi of an evaluator if che evaluatee--studénté’ evaluate teaches 


_teachess: evaluate pioncigals,. and principals evaluate higher level ad- 
‘ainistrators, In L270 Steanoet' qhublished: the ‘results of a_syrvey of. s. -_ 
“schoo! SYStenS. conducting “stient-orteated" -evdiution programs in we ©. a8 ay 


thes e: 
“which the -evalha ree ceva uaAtes the. evaluator. She updated : this. report 


* ay . ; 
an i. 


ates ~~ - 


ocevaluavion “ot seachers Vast he idethod . of “eLient-oriented"” evetsation es 


a zn “1573, with the- response ey of “488. systems; revealing that. student 


ce “ROst often” ‘pree eed. . Steemneick provides, ‘Sample évabuation forms and. © is 
. bibliography 1 in each. artigie Ce fe oe er ee ae 


vty, 
- 


’ 


~AS ‘we have already’ Stated, ‘the. selection of criteria for. appraisal,” ee 
Md ig: ail 

isc: ‘ucial .to any ‘e evaluation program. Asidn. from outcomes, Miia: other | , 

(Measures indicate good . performance? ‘Lauditina and: baudicina 1972) . 


“Suggest the criteria of a "democratic" administrator should include: 


oO ba) professional - competence’ , , 0): intellectual: or personal ‘awareness, aed 
on : Nhs : 
he ‘c tej sensitivity, {d) progran ‘awareness and articulation lise., “ap a a 


oe a understanding 6f the “poa ls and abjectivtes embodied in the student _: ‘Ss aes 
aa pérsonnel progran"), and {e}° inittative. “> an - we "ty 
ef s _ The “Study: of eva Luation: as. general. process. is a: relatively TECENE : 
oo ‘aevstomment. Practical literature on ‘the Concerns of evaluators has es Cees 
ronl ¥ recently’ become available. tn the near future we can “expect: the | oe | 


ae - fumber of. acudlins and publications: in ghis area to increase rapidly, 
ie ae making’ t ‘the | eld even more exciting: a on8 Fo Oe = a 
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EVALUATION OE ADMINISTRATORS a oe 
Se ey ea 
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o eory) , i ee oe , ea £ 
e : ae P t ek oN / : 7 5 ed . : { a 
we 8 | ie i. ea ie oe | ae 
oe ae Ke found few ‘publica xt fous: concerned with theoretical sues /in 
oe . the evaluation of ajminisyratots. “Indeed, there ‘are: Oniy a pfews* 


articles of pretheoretical nature, articles that. ord nal 
_for'. theory and, discuss evaluation of administrators. _ This, iS Aot ° 


, “Surprising since the subject. ‘Evolves “the intersection-of-te largely 


ae a unexplored Gesast he “theory cf evaluation ‘and the evaluation of ad- 

a a, . i 

OU ee ministrators. . ise ; = 
-«" Those artictes and dooks\ that do speak to ‘theoretical issues in 


the gyAluation™ of administrators ssually focus on" the principal . 

. ; ‘Stushdr (197 5), however, deals wifh the more “general ‘position . of 
fe ee % managers of human’ res@urces. He gues that a pet formance- -appras sii 
2 = process that mea surgs—gbal “aghievement provides abroad perspective ge 
_for the management of human resources. ; ; 
Two authors examine the dimensions of the. principal's. “roles those” 
_ as pects\oe “performance: that should be- appraised under the evaluatin: 

_--s¥sten.* E.:byer (1973) uses a pupil-change (iriput-output) model of 
oe , the school and states that the principal and the principal" S staff are 


. 


. responsible Fors, (a) Anowing where the students stand intellectually, 
“7 . + personally, and socially; (b) knowing the conditions. thag may factli- 
| ee 2 tathgor impede the students' .dgveTopment ; cand (cj using’ this knowledge | 
“TO ma mite student devetopient toward certain ele vary’ defined and 
. | agreedpupon performance objectives. a : 

ee ae “ . Along somewhat dif fferent lines, Lessinger (1971) secs the Tole « 
of, the principal as made up of four dimensjons: an. aiccountabie prin- 
cipal combines the dimens¢ ons’ of steward; celebrant, auditor, ae, 


on BE  entreprencur. ‘Thus he is one who: Poe. e ee ae 
; fF a) . oe ates ‘ 
eae - > * ds _ Recognizes his stenardship, his management of the parents* 


is , , wdueitional‘affairs. ~*~ - 


: rd ot Ls : ait 
- 2. -Regogniaes that heeis participating witha re intensity 
. taal in the growth ‘and development of- childres. and etn ees % 


cre i. é oar i tae, 14° a eS a 


er i 


- 3. ,Really hears; and thus is alert.to performance and how it 
may be’ smproved.. ee et 
4.- Us an entrepreneur fur his students' and teachers* benefit, 


¢ gathering resources, taking pitas organizing: and staging 
“the best of which he is capable, like any good seprorarts: 


oe ee Considering another perspective, .Witson (1978) point’s ‘out: that. 


the principal himself should be evaluated. on the way he. evaluates his 
steff. aA. content analysis of journal ‘articles and books dealing: wi 
pr incipals revealed 53 separate appraisable. functions within ‘thie re- 


* spoasipittey of the principal. “These functions: were classified into 


t 
the. bein affective, and psychémotor domains. 
‘From. ‘a complementary. perspective, Travis (1972) examined the re- 


Vationship. between teacher _perceptions of the principal's role and 


teacher evaluation of. the- principal. lis findings should be considered - 


v by anyone: planning: a system in which it principal is evaluated. by* staff. 


ers. Using both. a role! -perception instrunient that nrovides - for an. 
examination. Of both ideal and: actual role perceptions or the high 


schook principal and the Purdue Rating Scute for Administrators and 


. 
tows Pry 


Executives, Travis ‘found thas: - See: . 


eo : rhe ° 


ye : » 

ie ‘Wien teacher's possess, convergent pescterions of the princi- 
pal's actual and ideal roic, the t-achér's. tend to SUB ENESE., 
their principal as highly effective. La ot 


an ‘Teachsrs uho perceive the principal's ideal role bis as their 
principal perceives the principal's ideal”role are more 
likely to evaluare heir a ea as highty effective. . 

A ge, Teachers who perceive the. principal's actual ‘role much | as. : 
-. their principal perceives the principal's actual role ‘do not 

“evaluate their Prancipel as highly effective. 


me 


a Similar to the ideal roleof. the principal evaluate their 
- principals as ‘highly effective: z 


al 


§. Teachers perceive the principal ts ideal role. as consisting of 
-, task performances which differ from the principal's actual 
task performanges. Teachers would like to deemphasize those 
‘tasks which presently’ are perceived as POPPING the meee 
ae of the principal. 7 = . %e 


= : -: i rn 


4, Te achers who perceive the actual: Tole 8f- ‘the ‘principa).. tobe 


erie 


‘erg oe 4 a 


PaaS ; Ex “my, 


: a Oy, Principals perceive their ideal role as consisting of in-. 
rac) _ “ereased emphasis upon and frequent ‘performance Of those | : 


a oe tasks -they: pererve as ne the actual’ role of the 
ai — - 


beer ye 2 


J 


"principals: or  adninistrdtdrs, may be attributed | in part to. the genckal ~ oes 
a lack of empirical work inthe ares.” Good theoretical werk ‘ith app i> - 
pAcations in this’ area remains to be done. .. Such: ‘work must. pay special. be >. 


‘attention to the evaluation of -the principal in ‘the roie of. evaluator 


| 
. Ss 
of taose serving on, the staff. eet - = PLT vf 


” . ‘  Y ws ey wae wake 
i. : ’ x 7, * Wee ~ a . ‘: * y Bs 
= P 8 eee lt 
. ya Te s os 


Policy =. an . 
a E j . z 

a : — 

_ The treatment, ot (policy issyes in the big atu of adninistrators, 


Like the treatment of theoretical issues, is 


ight and scattered. 
- DePree (1974) discusses how’ school administrators can. be. formally.” 
‘evaluated, suggesting ‘that an evaluation plan should Aptegrate's super- 
_ vision and evaluation and that its primary purpose, should be to improve: 


administrative performance and stimulate better administrative prac- 
tices: Of interest to. those administering school. districts, es “per 
“identifies: several possible barriers to the: acceptance, and ado: oan of 


‘s a peneermanee evaluation program: ; ; ‘ 
: ee Administrators often feel. ‘that evaluation is ee 
ek - .  , done to. a and not for’them. < . OY : . 
a 2 Many current evaluation systems usa checklist of prode- - 

: termined . qualities which administrators, feel are. oriented to" 


a | -— ; ‘past Prasticres: ae: ie . fi ee ae oo ee: 
Ca ee ae : ON 
a There TS ree pagh af elyfar definition of job ‘ginctions.,... See 
: ae .. mand ‘ a cone ey 
: . . t: ao if : te 
Soe Jobe 2 2 _ ae “There: is a tendercy ‘to equate evalyation: “with obsérvation. and 
Mpa ® ot administrators ‘dislike se) observation? a ee 
v gt o . ‘ he i : aan 
S. Administrators lack skills, knowledge. and understanding rela- . +28 
, tive to perforegner:evatustion, - os ee 
re ad? f “ : : we 


Pee. . 6. It is difficult. for many educators. to azcept the view that . 
. performance evaluation, which nr associate man business’, 
as appropriate An school. : ar oe aa 


ak, ean 


Bee ar. # tees wren ad rd ; de 6 


ee ‘DePree ‘also, suggest's strategied’t 9. help: overcone the batriers to? 
“the implementation of eucly a. ‘program, He advises districts to 


nh ‘Seek: the. support Of: the “superintendent and administrative 7 oe 
“Staff by Providing adequate time: for such: a ,BEOgram. * 


ret 


ee Clarify: the job functions of administrators. 


we 


” . ors 


Involve. ‘those who “il be ‘evaluated, "in ‘the. design. of the . 
evaluation. system, 25 ae os < an Lae ae a. ee o 


| “Provide ‘in-Seivice: sratning concerning the phocesi'ef 
, evaluation. oe aes 


- roe 
a 


Systematically xeviow ‘the program to evaluate adninistfators. 
at. least annually. a a “3 g Z oe 


- 
. 


"Bo eve rything: possible - to keep issues nt performance eiaiie 
~ tion a y from anes “process of. collective :+ argaining. : 4 = 


*. ee 


sana! _DePree! Ss paper is must reading. for. any district. contemplating they 
“-implementgcien of: an “evaluation ‘system for ‘administrators. Nygaard ; 
(1974) | recognizes. the. increased Bublic pressure for evaluation « of 
“administrative personnel ,and, noting that at least. nine: states’ TOW 
mandate periodic formal evaluations of administrative’ and supervisory 
“personnel in. the. ‘public: schools, ‘Teports on the. accions. of ‘state : 
“Yegislatures. cand ‘education agencies. — 6 aes at 
> Bxamining’ the eval uation question from the. viewpoint of. those. = 
-being ‘evaluated, ' Pharis (1973): “finds: that: principals want an. ‘evaluation ae 
ee that. (a) ‘measures reality, (by: considers. oniy' ‘controllable. 
a variables, (c) spells out: clearly’ ‘in. advance “what criteria the” ‘prin- 
ee are to. be tieasured against, (a) As. not: subject’ to. different 
.conclusions ‘by: differeit evaluators) ‘and: (e). pernits'principals to. 


17 Saat - 


a 


vate : 


x 


have some: Voige in: determining goals: op | os re - 

oh particularly controversial ‘issue. in: the. ‘evaluation “oFprinei- oe 
“o'pals fs whether sueh-evatuation shoula he tied to. tewards._ The bake 

~ Gounty, Florida, “accountability plan offers rewards to ‘principals... ~_ . 
Principals, car earn yearly bonuses of. up to $1,000: under ‘this. ema) 
omental plan. ‘To qualify’ for avenimeab tity, pay, 


ne spe- 


ote educational, need within that, area, and abate 8 cop Piet me 


se worth; =xag,, ‘board ‘Of: :edubation Their plan includes « the: penalty 
of disinissal for unacceptable.performance. - tet Me ae 


ae wy. oag ae : 
Oo A major theme: ‘running through much ‘of the polrcy litetaty re on 
administrator evaluation is: “that. the-principal, is caught Hin pai 

“ miditles" Nolte. 974) sums up: one ‘aspect of- thesdi lemma: of i be ee 


-pal. by pointing’ out thats aan a LP 


oe . 


he —"-— 


os 7 While ‘the board” can fire: a ‘super. intebient. and. seers oe. 
"Can get a principal fired, rer who rattles his sabre: . 
eee % idisturbs: few’ ‘people--ce inly: not. the teachers who. abe. job 
~~ : prevected: by tenure. or anion. : (p:. 29)... BO a okd ie 
os Estes. as71) notes ‘the- incongepity: of: che-tee vay princtyals are Being +? 
“Meld: accountable at. the- 58 e:time. they aré losing power ‘te: ‘judges,. oa 
boards of edugation,. siperintendents, teachers’ groups , students, ‘and co 
, parents-~the very sroups that: Want: the. principal held accotntable. eo 
= Along. similar Vines, English cand Zaharis--(1972) egue! “that. the ee 


. Ls principal's power and TnFluence wre: being undermined. They note, that: 
ogee? oo ge eae Poe. ; 
ee Neti, ie The ‘increasing spepialization :of teachers “has eipded. much | se 
<4 OF : the: technical. anehors ky: t at wa "formerly ‘the. sonain: solely 
of Bringipalg: . a wee 


mi ney Prindipalagare’ pressured by: expanding. specialization’ i in’ et 


yo central district offices in the. form-of directors, consultants," 
Sy: ‘Supervisors, €oprdinators,- and. speci Listse 9 f° 2s hes 


be meeere! ws 


ran ~~ ’ Principals deemphesize their’ ‘professional Links ‘to teachers - 
ey “and are Scie as. — asa Fesult pe collective. Bargain 


re) 
ERIC 


Ri: strat ve oat partons ¢ e. 


7 ct : 


eo .. 
ERIC 


Ae 


re) 
ERIC 


re 


sone sets: of criteria,’ such | as: 
relations. and cl Bastien oe, 


. appraisal, 


* objectives for. + perfornaned ‘nd criteria te: measure: “the: achievenent 
ophese objectives: ‘seems: to: be a universai ‘theme. George. Redfern (19726) " 
Feels ‘principals can and: should be measured by. performance objectives ;. “ait 
which. are. ‘targets set, by the administrator. with. his’ evaluator. wf | 
“Cillbertson (1971) and ‘Culbertson et. Alege eds. 974) stress - the; leader- ee. 
ship. role. of the. principal, and the latter. paper. offers. perforsjafice . ; 


oe to test ite quality? teeny ‘and leads (78727: a SCUSS aa 


and when he or. she “applies for. aod, iS. ‘well as when ae yan oe 
/ 


Gale and. Mecidury: usta), ‘also ‘Propose fhe u use of the panel criteria. in. 
“training. and in Service,’ and. they. report on a study of the validity pf} 


eapincipayts fail Niarity: with. peels - 


“ay be’ help ful “hn. formulating eriteria for 


for + unstance, implementing and: SecePeng 70 icies,: and 


ware a CETIC espe 


ial ota accept ‘accountability 
el: “ But more ‘than, halt of. .\ 


+ 


“Cat 13 the Rgle “of ‘the Frincipal” ‘tis 


; ‘thy ‘principal ‘should not be. held: accounta 


Ly disagree. “they say tae 


le For student progress. nas tet 
c ens. for the’ evaination. ‘of. _ ce 
‘danmisetbtors @ are. ‘Soinet imes worth’ ‘examining Beall’ (1932), Carvell ee tgs 
(972), Dubique - Comunity ‘School Distrtct/ (1973), “Mawkins (1972), 

~ Hof tner | 972), and Peebles (1973). wd) ‘pre ent. ‘case. studiés of. athe 
‘evaluation. of: administrators ‘in different: bchoo! ‘systems, - The. artisje 
Here’ I Is ‘How (1874), Goats, C1975). and Py 


hive: articles on particular. s 


‘Jones 1974) describe van. 


a 


| fondaceed = Goren se ; oe 


be 


- Aue. tye ee edie : : | 
lew Another solution: to the problei Re) évalueting. the isolated J princi: 
tat is. to Bave the. ‘teachers. conduct” sl evaluation,” "Should: teachers” ai 
evaluate principals? . ‘Three out/of four. teachers’ say yes, ‘according » ee 8 
to” the. National Education. pie Research Division (1971); lr, gee 

W. he Gaslin. (i974). describes Such: * prostia: used: at high school ia: 


: hi ee 


gCheT sear: récent : Tigerature ‘on he’ valuation oF 
‘miisreas, and. the ERIC Clearinghoves: on: Educational, Management 


i 


ra ly ‘observe: the principal at work. AE: best, “they me sec. a “vepre- es 


The. titerature treats: the - a 


: on! ‘suis my the. aépwden: focusing on, the evaluation of! prindipals * 
é ‘stimulates some’ ‘interesting questions. but’ provides few guidelires. for. 
is, true that er ae 
teacher. evaluation. is still in rhe: dark ages: of. development, then. — pee 
principal evaluation ‘is “in ‘the’stone_ age. ee ee eo ao 


ae : * i et 


* devi sigg new: evaluation, systems: or: ‘procedures... If itd 


- From a ‘tueoretical ‘standpoint, ‘there. is. ‘little: agretment on Cahat 
= aspects of a principal's stole’ ‘should provide the criteria for. ‘evalua- a 


pe tion: . Should” ‘the principal ‘be, evaluated on the. overali, performance’of - 
eo ghe. school? hould ‘specific dimensions of ‘thé principal's. ole: become ie: 
“athe” focus” of teeter” “Should the ; Principal be. evaluated. er his: or" — 
cher evaluations of the teaching staff? - What’ aspects ‘oF the: pringip: vi eae 
"performanee are linked. to his or: her: own effectiveness? What® aspects oS 
~ fare? ‘Linked to. the school's effectiveness? ‘From’ a, spolicy” standpoint, 


gud there” is. some ‘consensus: on the. increasing pvessures: for administrative on 


"evaluation and on ‘the! sunenyiab1e position of the principal in. the jaws: a Pears 


4 


of the vise. Some ‘strategios’ have be 4 proposed to. meet. uemands for, 


" prineipal accountability without ‘further undermining the principal's 
= te ‘But, for any strategy, there-¢r@hexist ing. barriers ‘that make 


we 


_ Amplenéntation . extremely. difficult. : x 

The practical, literature ‘on: admin .strator- evaluation offers: a eee 
weaken of, tips and. “Suggestions. and. advccates. evaludtion systems ‘based. 
~On-. specific sitiiztions... Perfomance ° ‘criteria have’ been: developed, for. 
‘principals; instruments | have. been devised to. measure their task: BL) 


ns 


: _formance; the participation’ ‘of: principals as well as: teachers’ in } the 


recess has’ a been discussed; and the use of. peer, systeis--vhere, 


r) 
ERIC 


a ee ee 
le fe oe 

i j 

! 


sdbceeccint framework and. conserisus ‘on ‘general ‘potiey” issues, 
rit is. impossible. to ‘know, the conditions : ‘under whi h these | 

: Suggestions can be generalized. Much more. work | is needed. in : 
ce Mane ty salient features and. to curling ae Aas under 


ee gee 


“Theory eee - _ eee > a i 
_cethworeticai literature on the evaluation of! teachers, Fike-thae: 
on. the’ evaiiuation of Principals, is Sparse. Only ten publicatiois: that. 
a . may be considered th eretical in the. formal’ sense. have ‘been identiried. 
Although they do wit Ye 
_ that seek to explain: some aspect of: the. evaluation process, these ten 


“ pubjications: lay the groufdwork for the development of theoretical 


resent ‘a set of ‘logical ly related propositions. 


__ propeBitions and typically perform one: of two “functions: | either they na 


providing some basic objectives: 
for teacher evaluation, or they atte rt. to. break the‘ evaluation process 
. into component parts: by searching. for | bstract dimensions of ‘evaludtion 
oo or by propositig models of. evaluation. : 
a dain’ the form of annotated: bibtiograpbtes ‘or bibtiographic essays: that’ 
ao synthesize materials: | es ae 


a examine. ‘thRgneed to evaluate," thereby 


Three. of the ten articles are | 


s 


For ‘the theorist, the major interest. ‘Ties in the organizing ~ nthe 


ras 


“ thenoe ‘of the bibliographic works. ‘Blount, ‘comp. (1974) organiz zes the. 
Literature u under three. interrelated frames of reference: ‘the ‘parpises | 
Of evaluation,: the, éiteria for, ‘evaluation, and the evaluators. Mersh . 
and: Wilder (1954), in ‘their review of 366 references, divide articles 
ot ine’ two. categories: | "Gplteria for Instructor Effectiveness," which’ 

". “ineludes ‘rating by administrate, -rating by peer, rating. by. Student, 

“Bele-tating, objective observation. ‘of. performance, | and measiires of ea 
m ‘student ‘change; and "The Predicters:-traits: ‘and, Qualities Assumed_to 
be Related to ) Nystiictor’ lefe@tivencss,"" which sncluce intelligence, 


ERIC 


‘ | 5 : : fe i 


ON dy BVALUATION OF TEACHERS; 60 ST 


7m ’ a ace : a Se oe : tes 


Bee 


~@dieation, schol 


ship.” aige and- experience, kno edge of subject os sg 
- mat tor “and at profiisionet Anformat} fon-and-atrite es: Ryans: C9714, ae. 


«ae ae 


aia !to giatitted of “paseblagAstactiig t to stude t¢ characteristics ; and . 
behaviors and to the effects ‘that. may be inferrey to result. from identi 
a lente sexpert ences in teacher education...“ ” a 
oe “The: “professional: ‘status of teachers is an issue that. has been es 


° 


aes 5 soci vith_teachér-evaluation. Teac hers have fought ‘to be 


- 


ee “recognized. as professionals, : a ‘status that connotes a certain. amount = 

ee of fretdom from monitoring. ‘Thus, ‘teacher: ‘evaluat on is’ “often: con: ; cat 
7 O1ds- (io7d), 
ee one. of. the few Supporters of perfornanige evaluation: for. ‘Veachers to. ; 

; 7 addtess this: ‘issue, challenges clains of faeraya ges and the’ ayth 


$idered. @ ‘threat. to ‘teachers’ ideas of “irbtessionaliom,” 


_that taelets and universities, turn’ out teachers Cony “aaministrators) ° 


ove 


ster pies (1975) Guest ions, xeachers" aggike for increased . 
_-professionalisi\by | exploring ‘certain: facets* ‘of the professional model 

chat teachers might find unattractive. Among these are the threat. oF. 

malpractice Vitigation, the” ‘Fesponsibili ties of a profession if entry - x 


_ into that profession is rot controlled, ‘the. dominant position of the | 


professional. in relation to the lient: and the shroud of secrecy acs oe 
“companying Frofessionalization, : i fe ee ov 
-' The differences ‘between the professiohal.. model of teachers and: 
-. the model’ implied by current. ‘teacher-evaluation practices. is high- 
lighted by Rice..(1973), ‘who points out that when principals are called — 
“apen’ to evaluate: teachers,’ the out-of- role behavior. of teachers. is ano”. ot 
.smmortant determinant in the principals’ assessment of dispositional” oe 
a properties: ‘Yelated to role behavior of teachers. ¢ Such out-of-role — 
: 7 uthaviors do not ‘typically play a ‘part in the evaluation of profes- 
sionals. Be. a % a _ oo 
7 In. a more general article, Stones arid Morris (gia note that io 
_7 weak vess in the Present system of assessing teacher practices is.the . 9 .* 
ae diversity of methods ‘of assessment. Wilgon and Smith APG specify i, at 


‘ i 
©. ane : 


r) 
ERIC 


hor major, parposes: of evalustion: the: ‘impfovenent OF. instruczion, ahd 
: the: documentation of inadequate instruction. - | They ‘advocate that we? ' A 
| pay wore attention. to improvement as ‘the purpose, of evaluation.” oo 
oe ‘Considering different: fater of: evaluation; Corwin (19687 wes 
“ amirtes: the-focts. oF -#valyations and digcusses the different effects © 
of evaluations. of Be Pechniaues ‘and evaiuations of outcomes. He. wri tes 


ce “ 


that: ne eS inns co a ; fe 8 aus ae ° ea a : = = aay 


me ae 


ml Who eubordinaces are iauded. £66" ie conforatg to. speui gic. es 
a operating rules, these practices become trafisformed into... -_ 
_ _ sacred rituals by employees who, having once mastered thea, : 
“--resist their. modification. . ... On the other hand, when emfi oa 
‘ployees are evaludted in tersis of results rather than. the - ; 


~ “techniques: they have mastered, the use of initiative :and_ expe Che 


we 


"mentation with alternative wethods is ehecuragedt ‘to a greater ie are ci 
“extent. {p. 7) aa <p aa a “3: om eee : _ 
¢ ‘ : : aoe : . ; . 
A number of. articies. are mors, dizectly concerned: with’ ‘the: dimens es ae . 
sions of teacher 6valuati ion, ‘and ‘some of these deal with teacher @f-. 2 ems 
“fectiveness. Orlosky” (1973) discusses factors that influence the oy 


selection of compe tency eriteria and points, out the di Fficulty of 7 
preparing | teachers to perform competently if. those criteria are not: ao : : 
he + Specified. Bohiken. and “Greefin’ (1970), in thei> presentation of a a . 
“inddel for determining ‘the effectiveness of high- - School teachers, ‘Fock 
, on communi catiofi and interpersonal | trust. Trust. is- broken down into i Eze 
7 eienents of expertness, character; dynamism (as perceiyed bk studerits),, 
ond -achievement- 0F “course objectives... 


Perhaps the most thorough exenination of the Sinansions of veuchat _ oe 
; i cote 
effectiveness is that of Huncer. (1973)3"* She has. broken down the 
_ teaching process inte eleven ‘discrete hut_ interrelated Fomponents: der a ae 
ae 


ad _ : $-—Detiberate: ‘Separation. of genuine educational constraints from — 

age - “isgherettinie, financial, intellectual, or emotional excuses : 

er "+ that .constitute typical and acceptable _ excuses for learning 
gd failure. | . oe 


“2. Determination of what a student has Siveady jearned and what. 
oh or she is ready to 1éarn. Pape) sae ; # 


‘ ‘ ° 4 . 
ft nine : ro a : wise 
3 g oe . “nF i] 


ae BL Identification. of. productive learning behavior on Scnieviae 
3 a perc leatding te for a eb oed learner. 


/ “ = ; i et On5 ae ’ freee ‘ a 7 g 7 at at et wie 


Mn x . 7 4 : : . « 


ee Determination. of an ‘inst ruth pnal- Shiective! that is. specific 
3, Am gentext and pt aaruamle Wa stern) oF an RehaNiOr, . OS Na 


a 
at 


a oe “ tdenti fication’ ‘of the. principies of. learnidg that are ‘relevant 
oo. 3. te the accomp] ishnent ‘of the instinct fonal objective. = 


*. ad = 


or .&,. Adaptation of. those. prine’ iples to “tie particular Situation of 3 
ae . ~- each, learner. a a4 L oh Se ue, 86M 
A ae : . S ” oc ' int ~ 
ie ae eae Incorporation of profcisional e ids as the. teaches uses: his eee ee 
a a. ae "or, her attributes plus his Be her. gompetence an ‘the “specific re ae 
wee en Toarning area, it Order te eimanee © ne Tearner's iene aes aa, 
= . of success, Hote to 7 i, a er er 


3. - svnthosix of aebigs ons 1 through 7: ‘in the ‘de) iherate ades#in: ” 
OF blueprint. ‘for a teaching- learning epeséde.. ee 
9, Teachdr's “observation of the Jearnet in order to augent or 
Sr correct the. ded ision-making process. ' 


ee * 


: OL; Constant fioni toring of the isdirner* s: Progress: "to. . yield e5- 
aan wo “sential current. information that. may : Bodi fy’ or: walidate, one 
Jt ge aeer a. for learning. oe | - : Bare ve 
bi, on the basis of evalincive. ‘data, teacher must devia “shethe 
oe _ to reteach, practice and: extcRd,.sove! on, or abandsn ship 3 
tbe To. the ab jective is nat appropriate for the learner” at the tim 
* - Ss + 


Thesen components, can he: the elements of a 4 teacher-training and teacher- : 


+: . 


J. evatuatien program, Z : Ha, cm, 28 8 * sn 


- Moving away from discussions of the dimensions of teaching, wee 


* find’ a. Few articles. on tae dimensions ofeat he evgluation process begelf. 


BA Medigy et aby (1975) distingnés a assesshent ‘Tevelse in- a- teacher's” 
‘ professional SEvetopmes nts—Fevel 1,-asse sBents “Of training ‘experience; 


a : a ae level 2, ASSCSSMERTS of the teacher's aes tevel 3, assessments ae 
nee : 7 7 “ee the. pupil's behavior; and revel, ap assessmenys, of instruction. ae 
wo ARS > They @aiatain thar levei 2 is the moss appropriate for teacher ee eg 
age , 7 - ey ‘aiuation. ~ eB tg oo - oe . 

228 i. ae _Fron a different ferspective, the report ‘of the Commission on 

as os > Public Schoal Personne? Policies in Ohio (1972) recommends that evalua- . : 


a tion he eoncerned with the subject matter being taught arid the skilis! 
. at those conducting ‘the. evaluation. Rowman (1971) distinguishes be- | 


teen teachyr evalpattorm. jr. the cognitive and emat tranal “spheres, 
We + x ah 2 - : E a aes 


gtime 


finding mare. agreenent on cognitive matters. Harmon: et ab. (1975) . w fas 

* present an. instrument designed to deterhine teacher Attitudes toward . oy 
elements of the process of evaluating classroom teaching. The ‘wost ‘ 

comprehensive discussion of. dimensions of an evaluation, system is, . 
Svemnéck's “9: 2b) nationgl review of systems for teacher evaluation; 3 . 
es she discusses® purposes. of evauatids7 Frequency” “Of “evaluation, specific | 


- evaluators, evaluation procedures , and appeal procedures. apa 
hee tvaluation as an element in the relationship, between teachers and 
_ their r superiors isthe subject: of a number of articles. “By far, the . 
“greatest. attention. is-devoted to the principal “as an evaluator of 
ae Thompson et al. {197 75) discuss. the failure ‘of Communication 

“in the evaluation of teachers by principals, ‘They place additional 

emphasis on, the low frequency of principal evaluation and “the associated 
_kedchey dissatisfaction. Teachers do not find the evaluation system 

helpt J in providing guidance in their teaching tasks. Rather... teachers 

ee ignorance of the criteria and samples. on which princi- 
pala pase. their. evaluation. Further, Thompson and her col !}eagues 
found that the: ‘Lower, the fréquency of communicated: evaluations reported 


” by seachers, the: ‘more Uissat isficd were the veachers and the less 


these a Suggest that an increase in the frequency of evaiuations 
would increase teacher satisfaction, increase the teachers’ beliefs 
that -@yaluarions could provide helpful. auidatice, and not be perceived 
BS a, threat to their professiofal autonomy. 

7 tn A Follow-up study, Dornbusch_et . al. (1976) explored. other 
| probiens. that arise as the principal evaluates teachers. They found 


thar. principals are ‘the MOST influential! and important evaluators oF ‘ 
‘teachers’ but that princips SIS are NOL satisfied with tlie. system’ for: a | 
evaluating.” me add ifion tothe communication problems already men-" , 
“tidned,: they note the failure of the evaluation System fo operate in 


anit | MAYS, that support: the. principal’ 5 control of teachers on tasks’ that 
principals deem mp MO Ye important. - The system of ‘rewards. -and. penditics—. 4 
. based: on evaluation is jnsuffievent ly 4d@portant to teachers. Finally, oy 
Se 7 ; : oes = 25 cle eae . : Tce gs 
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they find that beth teachers and principals are in agreement wa the 
need for ancreased ability of teachers cto affect the crite etia and _ 
samples of teaching behavior on which peueuens base their cvalua- : 
tions. , : ie © e 
Redfern (1972 a) discusses the attitude of the principal toward 


evalu: cion and his or her vital tole in-the evaluation process (in- 


~y 


, 


cluding the use of evaluation outcomes for administratimedestons 


J, Williams (1970) investigated the relationship between teacher 
ratings of the principal and systems for teacher evaluation. - He found 
that principals who adhered to a district- prescfibed Sypratye! system 


-were rated higher than those who did not adhere to the system, a ” 


\ 
Finding consistent with the more . gene~al notion’ that teachers welcome’ 


systematic evaluation. © Payne (1974) studied the “relationship hetween 


_ teacher- principal consensus relative to the teacher’ s role and the 


nerceived quality of the principal's s, evaluation of the teacher and 


found no Significant. correlation. Chan (1973), howe ever, found a Sig- 


‘nificant positive relationship between agrrement of eFineipals* and-— , 


reachers ' phi Losophies with respect to educational practices and 
positive views of teacher cyatuation. © Looking at the elements of the 
evatuatzon system, Stinson T1978) found significant differences of 


apinton between. teachers and principals on- rhove criteria of .teacher 


oYa tuation: efforts to ‘improve profession: } competence, pupil partic- 


ipation in iearning, ard reliability of evaluation instruments. 


Ag was the case with the evaluation of principals,. several writers | 


have dealt with aepeets of collegial evaluation. Swansen (1974D), in 


a study of military instructor pilots, examined the ratings < of-teaching 


made by superiors, students, peers, and the instructors themselves, and 


found that peer ranking and rating of teaching in terms of leadership 


(Style was the siost accurate approach to evaluation. In a more ana-- 
-dytie mode, Caldwell (197!1} lists charccreristics of a collegial ovalu- 


ation plan that euphast 78 improving teacher performances | rather than 


eriticizing mistakes. Among the characteristics are: - evaluators 


should be teammates who see cach other. in diverse situations over 


N 


“gays . 


* f 


extended periods of tiwe, evaluators. Shouid be: of. servite in helping, to, 
Solve pre eblems, and evaludtors should be evaluated by those whom: they 


cy 


evaluate. Ae ee Se be eS 

os Marran, Dornbusch, and Scott (1972) found that. siendntury. ‘schoo! 
teachers had little respect for evaluat ions of their teaching by other 
teachers. ‘One reason for this skepticism was the teachers". low estimate 


i eae DNEIPG MHC gutitentir= cee ce skill, and sand training. A secon nd” 


factor, related to the organization of schools, was the lack of visi- 
‘bility of: teachers" work to each other, An ‘increase in the vistoility 
vot work, brought abov. by team teaching and open: schoois, increased 
Ne * "the perceived validity of evaluations of that work, and valid evalua- 
tions were more impertant to those. being evaluated. . the authors sug- 
gested that the increased use of open schools and Seeing may tea te 
«greater use of collegial evaluation systems. soy 
, : ' In a report on two. field tests of.a collegial evaluation program 
De eae ‘for ‘professional devélopment, Roper, Deal, and Dornbusch (1976) note. 
oO ‘that’ teaghers’ can and wil! help each other perform betrer at their 
| jobs. The - oa: difficult part of the program for teachers was in 
selecting. criteria- to s¥rve as -base» for evaluations Nevertheiess, 
MOST teachers oid select criteria that. were specific, observable, and 


Huei (neaningful to” them. ‘Thinking about criteria riot only ‘helped ‘teachers. - 


assess areas for improyement, but also helped them to clarify thes: 
goals as teachers. On the whole, the’ teachers. reacted favorably-ro"~ 
collegial evaluation, adapted programs to fit their unique circum- 


- 
\\ _ stances, dnd gainéd new respect for theit col leagues as they developed 
~N 


~~? 


a Program for professional growth. 
. Ler two articles, McKenna attempts to place tedrher evalyation in 
: . ‘a broader perspective... In "A Context for Teacher Evaluation" (1973a) 2 
pee he presents: a paradigm for. program, evaluator performanc:, evaluation, 
: and the- evaluation of outcomes. te shows hos the evaluation of | 
teaching perforwance is related to. aspects’ of the progran-~such. as 


~~" student and sta¥f characteristics and facilities--and to leurning  . : 
outcomes--such as skills, “aptitudes, and attitudes of students. In. the. 
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second article, “teacher Evaluation: Some’ Implications". (1975 
‘points’ out. that the scope: of evaluation in eductition.is auch or ader | a 
. than jase evaluat on of. \Keoo and that ‘teacher evaluation: in: Nsola- | 
tion will be xa onsistent, _and. unjust. . 
‘ _ Whi be the theoretical work" on the: evaluation of teachers is. better 
at ee deve loped than that on the evaluation of principals; a great deal re- eee 
t. « Mains to be investigated. Particular attention should be paid to. ye 
“student outcomes in the process of teacher evaluation. - > ane! a ee 


elt : ~ ° 
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In the are: of policy, the key word in teacher. evaluation: is "ye 
countability." Nicwenous. articles have been written concerning teacher . 
avequntabi lity. Earle (1973): makes the point. that the source of this; 

;  pusk: for accountability is a pubie that" ‘has. lost. confidence in those _ 
Tat who staff schools. - Atkin, (1972) provides a definition of accountabil- “. 
- itytas a “negotiated rélationsnip . in which the participants agree ‘in 
‘advance to accept. specific rewards dnd cos's on the” basis. of. evaluation : 
findings as to the attainment. of speci fic ends." Hammons (1975) speaks. - : 
ft: OF: accountability. in terms of job: ass ‘ignments, areas, for improvement, ; — 
_ and assured assiStance from. leadership. ‘Several bibliographies on: the ’ 

a -: aes provide further help: in describing the range of topics which 

Sappiear uncer the rubric of ‘accountability. The ‘National: Education 

AsSeciaticn, Rivision oF Instruction (1973b) has dompited a list of . 
“29 articles, books, and ‘essays published since 1970 on the. concept of. 

accountability in education. _O'Dgnnelt (197 4) uses: the format of : ed 7 
oa review of the literature to diseues 12 articles. Felated ‘to accounta-: 
oe, ‘bility’ for. English teachers. The. National Association of Secondary 
on _—_ - School Principals (1974) has compiled a bibliography to assist princi- 
7 - pals cad others, in clari fying ‘the. concept . ‘of accountability. “The 


oma serial is presented in four areas of sccountability--financial, 
; pup. a testing< ‘personnel evaliatton, and. _generai. = 7 : 
“rhe dimensions of personnel evaluation having policy implication’ . a 


poe Oe are discussed by several authors. - Alkin: 0972). classifies aC COUD Le 
ts : a : a : - ? oe an he an be 


oie od 20 oe 7 
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“pility programs . ‘in: terms, Of ‘the person held. accountable, the — to 
whom one is hel accountable, ‘and = the Subject of sb. te ron 9 
tite bourds are accountable, for goals’ and” objectives, Ea 
administrators are \écountabie for programs , and’ teachers are accounta-  t, 
"ble for olitcomes... KE srio (1972), seeks to relate: research on teacher i es 
"effectiveness to the ackountabil ity process~~the concept of good — ah “5 
Leaders, the. ‘complexity: o the’ ‘teaching-learning process, the linite-" 
¢ Loans ‘of outcome measurement ‘and the importance of long-range buteonés. 

- Accountability programs ased on student. outcomes are the’ subject 
‘of ‘great controversy ‘in ‘the fie ie: -Alkin: and Kleim (1972). prestaedon— 
and don'ts for an persue Ue based on outcomes. They note - 


* that a good system for teacher ev 


Juation ‘should not require’ subjective = eee 
| judgments of. principals ofp pahels: but: instead should employ’ objective : ee 
"measures of Student performance. which coatral for previous student Dei 


_ levels, student, ‘soc joeconomic: status, and possible fault in the. pre-..' |. - a 
_ seribed curriculum, © Hi ‘addition, they ‘suggest. that. such - objective» ae tga 
- measures be § sensitive to. the goals of a. particular School... WAS. a: jess os " 
costly y alternative, ‘they recommend performance tests-for curricul ae ae 


. units” “in “which | students ‘have had ‘no. previous. instruction, Teachers > oe a 
“would. be given a Fixed “arin of time to. teach a unit, and student’ 
on performance Would whe assessed at: “the end of the’ period. » Such: a system ~ a ce 
Bust have, Strict security in. order to ‘prevent: ‘the teacher’ ‘from: “teach-_ a 
ing. for the ‘test, Basie” to “the use’ ‘of such tests. is the. assumption : 


that outcomes on these short- run tests wili’ ‘correlate, with teaching. — aa . 
ability. using. a longer time scale. Finally, Atkin and Klein stress. the: at oe. 
importance” of setting standards or criteria by whi: zh ‘te. Judge teacher ae et 
effectiveness. a rn 2008 te eee Pa ie Sn eal a 2 ; 

Coe We. The use of behavioral objectives in, systems- of actountahitity. is On ae ae 
the focus of a number of” articles. ‘Meads (1973). argies. for an: ac~ | 

-eouneability, system based on establishing. suitable, experiences: compati- = “. 


as blew With. ‘proper Objectives for a Subject.” Pophan (1972b),. a. Jeading 
upgepbeene oF behavioral \ objectives, argues” rina’ ‘the ¢ principal as an 


ed ” 


lances vand that he use of iar objectives is “the: bast, “May 
tog te ‘valid measures. Ovard ag7s) “notes, that * a ‘recurring shené 
“educ tidnal’ research has’ béen” the: attempt to make® ‘teacher- ovaluati 
‘objective, and, ‘he interprets the current: attempts: th tink ac- 
cr tabiiity: with performance-based. objectives, as. thé: latest Snel 


ine 
on” 


oot 


he accountability prograns ‘mandated bythe. stuil et. He “found er 

4 aNere: is. ‘gigreement: anong: ‘schoo k personnel. and. boat ‘members 
».  that-a) al Brcertified: personnel should be evaluated, and 
“oo. ss “p) ‘student: performance, is) the’ main ‘criterion. for. evaluating. 
i, i _ teagher. effectiveness. a eo aes : 


. © a aes : : ‘ 


$ 


ere ON ake School. personnet, and board menbets argue’ “that ‘Gacienal ‘pro-- 
ee a  gedures. and adninistrative: behavior. have shanged as a ae 
“Ts Of the Stufl Act. ~ Pay nee 
“320 School, sdaintatrators and board members perceive. that’ teacher 
» ‘evaluation has improved: as a. result, of .the’Stull Act, whereas 
seacher® or eed no- arenes as a result. of the Stull. Act. 


Ps ; 


is the: latceptsice: and, oppose. of Such’ a} prograni by the: ‘tesahiers: cae 
-Zelena’t- (1973) studied ‘teacher. perpeptions of ‘teacher Absoumeen 


“ structiona’ “purposes. : are: sipportive of it, ‘while those who: feel | that’ 
- ayataacion is utilized mainly for’: administrative ‘purposes, ofines 
ao Komotion, dismissal, ass pigment, ‘salary,-and ‘peimangne -roesrds} tend. ee 
é ce oe Pi ad 
__ ieeoontabi tity from the: ‘viewpoint of. tne taser ne 
eee a tws! ‘PaRers by ‘the, National liieios Reoti ations ; Divi of. 


— “gpalaee’ allen restrictive: Negisiation./ ome. other. ‘972) sts" 
¥ Lelewents. to be. considered <a attempting £ fo assess FTeirbing. ‘Out. o 
: S ” estab ltshied : “Bank, ‘Papuiar: assessment! of, 3 ‘students, varied: ahd 
“ndividus ized] prograns , jestebitshed eriteria, abundant : _resoutes , and” 


oe naceite of spar ea tt also: ‘suggests" that * eigchits ‘ean. prevent 


ae 


Veta 


Gea 


TaN _Jeachers, as welt as athe who: act ag “advocates: for teachers’ a sy 
a rights; are: often: involved lin. defining. the’ Limits of an; accountability” 
“program,” ‘Such: specified Linits are’ ‘important factors: in. determining 
whether or not xeachers: will, stipport, the: system,» “Ray. (1974). gives: his’ 
opinion as. to the: ‘conditions; i dinder whitch’ teachers: should. be accountable, 
a J tah thes view that. accountability. should’ serve’ as a basis. or the 

a improvement of ‘teaching... Bidwe) I~ (1965). suggests that accountability. 


| should be a means. of’ ‘Wnproviing: instruction ‘and Basia ‘praieesions i: L- 


u Apion shang ‘the various levels, i f ingtrsction. = 
fer, Nears, ‘OF the’. ‘school sf 1 


: oe erie a? 
wend 5 


coer vith “the datiodetion oF an n accountability system. pe 2 * ee ee 
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Hy 
a to. attacks duche courts... Mexenia- 19739) argues “that: any, evaluation.” J a : 
vsystém, wR be ineffective, unless. the system, is® ‘thed: to, .the allocation a ner 
i, galas, talent, ‘and — in. a, school district. “aay jp ie ry 


standin for. teastier ‘evaluation: ‘and teplacement « of the existing sub- . 
ar ee ; 
Sao Jective standards / Among. her. suggestions are: Sage : 
she : ;. ’ ‘ Ye af 
oo Ay. Improve: preservice prograns ‘for. teacher ‘preparation: olen 
. | SpA = On ‘parformance- rating. and Bigld-experience). f os 


Qe Involve experi need eachers ain progrins: of ‘teacher ‘education. © | 


cl me 
Se Refine procedure f for teacher selection ‘through . fol low- -up. oo 
ee studies: prepare by’ the SenooL, Systems. _ 


wide Revise. certificatin | “licensi g ‘exams to provide 1 nore 
aes objective tests th sel petion.. 


cay , 


peat suena in: "the li eratuk geal oth with ‘design of a-systen 


ehentation of that. design. The 


‘Publications reporting_on- ong aaeei 
are badly needed, since such a | 


i é ders: can» reach. a " compronise 
; _betweer he" “degisable and” the aman Be ome g) : 


+ 20° *} 


sian a7 nay y hep: the researcher: te through publisher and 


aad about - price. “apa ava 
dts. “Mueller r C971) ae, 


ferences in: teaching environnents. 
list. of f referencES. : 


‘i 2 -_ ~30- 


. ’ ar) '. 
a sg Rate fs ~ , aes Lome, awe 
ee : : $ ; a8 . ee a ot a tages are 3 oe 
a . yl 
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sy - oe gt ; 
General’ ‘books ‘and articles discussing prod lems and “approaches to - 
“geacher: ‘evaluation. j iclude: Anderson. and Hunka | (1963), Beller (1971), 
Burkhart, ed. (1969), ‘Denéen et al. ‘(1972); Guthrie and Willover . om 
i (1973), Lavelle 19723," UNJBA Speaks Out" s7), the Ohio. Education’ 
“ctasectnett ct, and,. Roth. and Mahoney (1975). i BS ave . ae 

+ Numerous publicetions ‘dddress : ‘specific problems Nugpel (1973). x 
: ‘deals with ‘the. problem of objectivity in vicar Waray Elmore 
- ag7ay discusses the. use of. “objective ajid "subjective™ criteria for - 
the evaluation of teachers from. 1890- 1973. ‘Dropkif (1973) exple ins 24 eo” 
the: combinatio’ of competence and offectivenuss: in: ‘evaluating. teacher |. a. 
performance. 7 ‘Drumheller 974). argues: ‘that: too many administrators oo ae 
an at rrite:ia that ‘are easily observed rather. than: at: those that eae 
. are valid. Bush (2973) aidcusses. the influence of. student subcultures” 
‘on ‘evaluation instruments. ° Brooks ‘ahd. Levinson (1974) criticize the. 
“Use: vf questionnaires. in evaluation. - a tg > ck 
, ooMany authors’ suggest definite evaluation systems ‘and offer thoi: 
“Jo"instructions. “The National School. Public” ‘Relations, Association ; 
74), McNally (1972), Hanngir “and . kralik 973), : ‘and A. Jones 1972) 
ee that ‘evaluation programs, should. aim ‘to improve teaching. 
: ‘After: observing. the. xeacher, the” evaluator’ should. offer suggéstions _ 
i for- improvement in a conference, Goals: and: criteria: should be estab- : 
_ ished . cooperatively by” teachers ‘and administrators before asSessment - 
et "bens. “Prison (1972) emphasizes the: inportance ‘of. ‘observation. He - 
ae says. that because teaching. is a personat matter, the: evaluation: process a 
, zshould'a also be personal. ‘According to Asrael (1969), ' ‘observations 
should. be. frequent; -eValuations stiould. nds, be based..on Isolated events. 
oo For’ any. evaluation program to. ‘be successful, “the edministrator 
“and the teacher must. agree on: wwhat: a. teacher ‘should b be. Alvir: (1975) | 
defines five véacher’ roles: as: the basis. for. evaluation: | aco} classroom * 
“facilitator, @) resource person, (3). academic. advisor, (4) monaca-. ob 
demic liaison, and (5) ‘researcher-innovator. His: evaluation instru: _ | 
nt takes actount of these roles, as well as ‘such traits as creativity 
‘and initiative. Bradley: et ‘al. (1964) Also fiscuss ss filet ca, an 


ae 


we 


ara 


~ 


 bterms of teacher roles. They describe a selection of six teacher roles = ¢ 
“as the ‘California Definition.t ‘Washington (971) offers another ‘defi- 


“aition of ‘what: “good teaching involves, She describes the. Expert te, 4 

__ Teacher Action: “Program,” which. defines a set of teaching Standards _ . 
with | 25 variables. Her book also includes: instruction for classrpon . - 
“observation. it wo ee , tg 


‘Several plans for teacher evaluation: have ‘been accepted and suc. ° 
“cessful. The Redferti (1972a) approach, also ‘known as the job- -targets * 


_ approach, has. recently gained popularity. . First, “the evaluator and 
evaluatce’ have a confer NCE to establish job targéts based on broad_ 


educational ‘goals. After the evaluator has assessed. the teacher’s 


performance, they meet again ‘t discuss ways to improve. teaching ‘and , ee 


to" establish. new, targets. _ Artistrong (1973) argues thit the Redfern 
approach should «be adopted and. Ueto a it Geseription of ‘this approach 


directed to teachers. * a 5 ae 


“Along Slightly different lines, Hunter (1974) presents an assess- 
ment instrument developed | at--UCLA based on Piaget's: theories. Hunter 
G075)_ suggests thatthe cvaluator should observe the teacher teach 
one lesson to a student. who has ‘been retested on the. subject matter. . 
Afterward, ‘the Student should be re-evaluated, - At the end of ths ‘pro- 
cess, the evaluator ‘has both a measure of the. teacher! 5 success “and 
assessments made. during observation. The combination may help to se 
areas: for. improvement. in the teacher's performance. ae 
| __, Popham (1972a) proposes a. similar test of teacher performances. 
The: students would be tested before and after the teacher presents a 
; lesson. Popham stresses that. this method would: be more cbjegtive: than | 
. ¢ld'ssroom observation, but without observation the evaluaton may ha have -: 


~~ difficulty: in pointing to specific areas’ a ‘teacher. should work on. 


oe clades: suggested forns and schedules. 


Popham (1971) applies this: ‘method to the’ requirements of the Stull 
an Bill, the California law ‘that: ‘has increased the. need for evaluation on, wee 
programs by maridating teacher assessment.’ . King and Jordan (1972) - 
~ offer: another: ‘valuation Plan geared toward the Stull Bill which in- 
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‘Since people themselves “make observations, evaluat ions—can « only be 
“las objective as the people. ‘who make them. ‘One way to. muke evaluations 
more, objective. is to allow the Same piece of behavior ‘to be» observed 
by. ‘different peuple. | Baltus (1974) suggests television taping of be- 
. havior to be evaluated. The prircipat and the teacher can then go over - 
lf the tape together. Case and Brown (1970) also Suggest a videotape a ee 
| .. which can be played repeatedly for tae teacher and‘his. or her. ; ye 
. a \€0} | ages a. | 4 a 
a - . Time arid money may not be avaiable for such expensive techniques. ae 
An fact, in recent times, many” “yohools have found themselves under | : 
such: severe financial pressure that they must fire: some teacliers. Time . ae ke 


constraints typicaily accompany “such pressures, leaving no resources - 
for conventional processes of evaluation. To deal ‘with such a situa-~ . : J. 
tion, Harvey (1974) recommends a backward process of rating teachers, i 
using: ‘broad criteria such as "quality of teaching," and then observing ° 

: only those teachers with low ratings: in order to determine who Should . * oil 


_ be Fired co ‘Harvey believes ey a several people agree on a. rating, © 
a 


proaches a valid observa~" 
tional ‘measure. ‘ge Oe = Age's 


“Those who frequently | observe teachers in “action are the students; aera: 
. but unfortunately most of the literature on evaluation by students _ sgl - 1 
“relates: to a. college Situation. yather than one™ “ad elementary or: . 
‘secondary schools. “Jacobson (1993). feels students-have- the. most "ac-— 
m curate: perception’ ‘of classroom atmosphere and téacher: ‘performance. ", s 
She and her students created an evaluation instrument that includes es 
+ statements: for stucents to use inscoring teachers, such as, "You ~~ os ls 
<> give the right ‘amount of homework," or "¥ju include us in the Planning. 
of your program. bad Shaw {1973)- and-Hassen—(1967}-both recomend: ~StU- 
- dent evaluation of teachers, but Bejar (1975). warns that research on on 
the validity ‘pf : ‘such evaluations may not justify using the results for. 
-personiiél decisions. “Pettman (1970) has put. together an annotated bibii- 
ography © of - articles. published between 1965-79 concerning Student evalua- 


tion, of teachers. “Although some teachers would rather not, rely on a 


student! s evaluation of. their behavior, they, feel less uncomfortable 


a oe 


we 


with: a. system of collegial evaluation. Roper, Deal, and Dernbusch 
_ (1976) have written an. informative account of a study of collegial 
evaluation among: student teachers at Stanford Universizy. . 

_ Again, specific case studies are helpfut. ‘Davis (1974), Fox 


- rary, th, Frees (1972), Freese (1973), Hilierach (1972), Hoak (1972), | 


Koble (1971), Lill (1970), Miller (1974), Newlin 1972), Shearron 
and Johnson (1973), Sinha (1962), Thomas (29723,-TNorsley .(1972), _ 
Toker (1965), Voege (1970), and Williams (1972) describe variogs 
teacher evaluation programs in the United States. The model used in 
Kalama 2z00,. Michigan, isthe subject of Ready? Let* s+ Open: That Can 
of Worms" (1974), Coats (1975), and the Kalamazoo Public Schools ~ 
_€1974). Abstracts of ‘13 different teacher evaluation systems are 


= , 


~~ available in National Education Association, Division of: instruction 


(1973). . ; 

~~ Many” administrators see aie a satusctea as an essential element 
of any evaluation system. Olds (1973). agrees. “He argues that any 
‘form:lation. of performance objectives involves a substantial degree 
-of the teacher's own self-evaluation and offers instructions for de- 
_ veloping a self-evaluation program. Detzner (1974) suggests that 

> videotaping. ‘provides a "nonthreatening” means of ‘Self-evaluation. aa 
stated previously, to successfully design and” implement. a teacher 
evaluation system requires the cooperation of the teachers “savoived. 
Moreover, the school staff at all levels pust participate in planning. 
Spears (1974}, Lindley (1962), and Thistle-{1955) discuss how to plan 
teacher evaluation prc srams. Lindley and Spears stress cooperation in 
developing guidelines, and Spears favors an srcountabe sty system 
employing s¢lf-evaluation. ; 

+ | In two separate studies of teacher perception of evaluation pro- 
grams, Eads (1974}. found that teachers prefer a “supervision by ob- 
jectives™ ‘model, and Nieburg (1970) ‘found that both teachers. and 
administrators like a performance - factor list like the one developed 
by the National Education Association (1972). Suct @_performance- 
- factor list requires the careful: pemeias of the propey criteria for 
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evaluation, The professional nature of teaching makes this a diffi- .- . 
cult problem. Because stadents differ in skills ‘Gnd background when 
‘they enter a class, and because teaching techniques vary greatly, no 
Single measure can express: how good a teacher ts. Taneman (1976) con- 
siders pupil gain as a criterion. Scott (1972) recommends the review a: ; 
of ‘classroom assignments. Swanson (19742) proposes criteria to measure 
re léadesship qualities in Yeachers. Brown (1973) describes criteria for 
. . science teachers. ool (1970) reports om the results of “Project - 
: 0," which developed a system of appraisal based on standards of ef 
fective teaching along with a self-evaluation instrument. Came ror: 
(1973) finds that principais, teachers, and school board menbers define ot 
= student achievement as the major objective’ for student growsh and 
° that student grawth is 2 mre reliable measure than observatioral 


ratings for use in teacher evaluation. _ 
*: ~~ Bye TGS] ‘examines the “roles of the superintendent with respect} 
to teacher evaluation. He defines four: mediator of expectations, ; 
designer Of evaluative attack, criterion evaluator, and responsibie , 


oe 


accumlator.* 7 
| Because they are not typically. considered classrdom teachers, 


school counselors escape the notice of evaluators. Since counselors) 5 dg 8 


; perform an important function ia the school, this is cleariy 3 Mis~ 
a sake. Ferris (1971} and anderson et al. (1967) offer guidetines for 
the evaluation of schoei -counselors.° Stewart (1974) suggests some 
criteria for the evaluation of counselors. Duntiop (1971) discusses - 
three different methods of counselor evaluation: fab invefving 
practitioners in training, (b}- encouraging practicing counselors tar 
os r. 6@ thetr own evaluators, and (cj creating ethics and. standards com 
:  mittees. Eckstein (i974) finds that client ratings of counselors 
improve their performance and are generally higher than ratings by — 
experts.° Percival (S71; has developed a list of 180 criteria for | a 


A en 


evaluating counselors. ie 
Pubkications on the i a of teacher evaludtion are certainiv 


numerous, but few readable ® comprehensive handbooks exist that can he 


— 
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~“peadfly applied to a school district. Many of the plans involve much 


“wight be, evaluation of teachers by principals is the sost commen form 


‘the sheer volume of material ‘on the ‘evaluation of teachers. - But this 


Seems: to be cast in a different: light. Frequent student evaluation 


' net usually discussed at the same time as the evaluation of teachers . 


time and effort. Many authors Seem anxious to espouse more objegtive = - 
programs of evaluation. But regardless of what the ideal situation 


of evaluation and sust be improved if-the total process of teacher oe 
evaluation is to be made more satisfactory. 

" In summary, the literature on the evaluation cf teachers, although 
bountiful in size and Scope, suffers from_an accumulation of unresolved 
issues. Theoretically, the process of evaluating teachers is still 
plagued with basic questions: Are teachers subject ‘tc professional 
or bureauctatic evaluation praocessé«* What are the critioxt asywers——=————= 
of a teacher's classroam perforaance? How are teaching techniques re- : ° i 
lated te learning outcomes” Should teachers be evaluated on perfor- 
maces or outcomes, and who should: be involved im the evaluation of d : 
teacher's performance? ° os ‘ “ : 

Froa & policy perspective, TMcher eveduation is intricately tied 
tc the’ geheral concern for increased accountability in the fieid of 
education. The accountability issue has ‘umtoubted Ly contributed to 


ny 


contribution has also served to cloud the purposes tehind teacher 
evaluation and to: politicize the implementation of evaluation systems 
designed to improve the quality of teacher: evaluation. 


o 


3. EVALUATION OF STUDENTS 


Theory : ; , ee a 


When we ‘turn to the evaluation of. students, our work :mmediately 


is -an active part of the normal routine or schoois in a way. that evalua~ 
tion of teachers and administrators is not. Evaluation of students is 


and. administrators. But because we view the “school as a S¥YSTeM,..we. - 
feel that this practice has some problems. There are peatutes ef the 
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© evaluation process: that are comnon at avery levebog ccaant rage 


te 
; 


Tien. Tine evaluation: ar atudents dreives fram’ sie wabagtiog of ok 


schoo! personne}, however, because oressur Tee far  tadent 


"greater. ‘These pressures are inherant in Le creneitndy oatyr 
rele of the student. A teacher whe Ps ANT avalvared cont eaane car. 
os . - ca 1 ; ‘, 2 , - : . : 
‘a teagher: for lack ef h das cst ton, the Status ua is Maiatstnen. 


the other hand, ar ak grader wha fs aot evaluated cannes san. 


time te be un eighth grader; he or she aust rane through che cart: 


Shin i . 


bar. Kehoe! and out into other ims irutans af the waciete. “Sarsone of 


3 


their student careers arc nore’ Likely fo ae evaluated chan wes abopte 


if sevtied and stable positions. 


+ ha 


eee Although the pressure for svaluating students .+ Qrsat 0+ does 


te 


* 


AGE necessarily mein that a great dew) oF theeresicab aces tae eer 


“gene on the topic. Perhaps bes tue the 


rromiems oF ctatlest - ou gustan 
_ afe vo pressing, only, i ew peapiec Saye ge¢amiaed the general aves sa * ey 


‘rot 


a thoughtful aannec. Weinrasch anh Vaterka (fa73y conduc ret suds 


et ars 


. that Fefeated That greater comma cat fon he taten seachers and stdens « 


”, é , - ; . 
reduces sturivates’ False est imat ions of thetr course grades and thus e 


reduces students nepateee evaluations of their teachers ! Wolf (A971), = 
RACINE Soe madequadc ies af outyone- based systems of evaluation, advo-~- 7 
Oks cuacesehar adident evs des HFiea take place within a ‘transactional i a rs 


fear! BS auigbainas that: ovatomtioh should disclose the resul of the ; pee 


Pees Glo beveetagoo norlence, deok for the causes of success or 


BARE Ty Nee Be tg aaa regpensibility. Friend apd > ° 
veabGined the ewituation of students from the perspect? iv 


thesty, they found that ‘both social - class and race , 


: tional patterns. The poor, performance of lower-c1 a a . 
: +) Seen as being attributed 16 high ability and lor: -_ wee = 
; ‘children were foes “as attribueing, to themsely ae _ + : 
a ining thier os rformince: an teras of lech. ae, : _ : > 
; ; | Pi fferen: ch iv teat eheP ey ‘a tuations, oF : 
dent's Merace are the Sub jet of. two other articie : wee a 


Uornbusch PPOTR cored Perndndes Espi nena, sind horn! vusch ()0TS P tote 


that. teachers respond to low acddemic: performance from Black and | 

Shitcano students by being nice to the students rather than by presenting _ 

them with the challenging ‘Standards they present to Anglo students. 
ie The. use of warmth and. praise by teachers -in response to poor eee 
by: Black and Chicano students: guarantees continued poor performa 
The teachers produced a faulty evatuation system which led the stu= 
dents ko self-delusion about their level of effort and achievement 

_ Grading or marking. has been the traditional means of evaluating 

students.” Hoffman” "(1974) examines rationales ‘for grading~ ‘systems in 
_ light of the principles of learning. He notes that the practice of 
using improvement as a source of grades ignores the fact that improve- ow 


ment is easier at some stages than at others, and that it is. harder for.:— 


wor 


good students to improve. Using the normal curve as a source of marks 
i3 also inappropriate, for a teacher is not likely to get a random ~ 
sample of abilities in a class. Hof fman also comments on the frequency 
of evaluation, noting that too-frequent evaluation discourages: student _ 
response. With respect to grades aS % source of motivation, “he points ~ 
out that grades’ may motivate Sciae but’ not all students, and he men- 
tions the need for moving to a vore intrinsic form of motivation, Fn 


rs 


fey 


designing evaluation systems; JMof fman argues, teachers should make 
oe sure that the evaluations encourage ‘students to adopt the right. pat- 
P terns of work and that the exercises to be evaluated are learning 


experiences in themselves. ‘whatever system is used, Hoffman-urges that 


the results of the evaluation ‘be communicated quickly and discussed 


“with the student. 
‘@° @ Clearly, more theoretical work needs to be done in this area, 


a3 look at the-. professional literature for .teachers, éiong with that 
portian of the psythological and. social Science literature dealing. 


ot 


a TeaFag and: sanctions, ‘might be a good place to Start .in. the: 


deve fopment of a theory. | Be * a Cc 


Policy Q = — ; 4 a 


He | argues that it is inappropriate to set. standards for types of oe 


in the humanities, may be sacrificed for the more nieasurable ' ‘and ob- 


“school st udents the. act of evaluating. the work of peers was an 


Many. interesting axgigles on the, @valuation of students focus on 
the problems. of curre evaluation policies. One of these. problems is 
the tack of uni form aa ae i. Jones (1963) discovered that pro- | 
cedures and criteria used in evaluat ing Student ‘work varied, as did 
the grades assigned. Similarly; Crowley, (1968), found that grades lost 
their meaning because of a lack of clearly. defined practices and pro- 
cedures for grading. More. specifically, Thomas (1965) conc Ludgd that. - 
there is acts agteenent “on what- roles .ate played ‘by achievement and 
ability in arriy ving at the firel grade. Along different lines, Fiber 
(1972) criticiots teachers for using a norma}. curye’ to assign gradds, 
pointing out. that this practice forces: fai luréyfor™ some students ina. 


class even if all have worked and learned sotiething. ” 


a ‘Several authors have discussed recent developments in the evalua~ 
tion ‘of students. Doherty (1975) draws the distinction: between 


_ standards for individuals and standards . for. groups, as well as the : 


distinction between normative and criterion-referenced standards. a fo fe 


learning. where cognitive development is a principal ‘contributor to: the 


evevewwrs 


type of capability being measured, if the “intent “of those ‘Standards 
is to try to get all students. to achieve ata Specified level,. An. 


‘Stead, he naintains: that it’is appropriate 20 Set’ standards for ac~ ' 
quiring, finite bodigs of information or skits. where their: “acquisition 
ist judged necessary for a defined purpose, Job: competence, personal 


competence, £0 cial- ‘competence, or entry te ‘higher levels of education 
or training are examples of such purposes. “Haynes: (1973) doals* with © 


teacher accountability based On student outcomes, believing that. such 
a. system. can have deieterious effects on study in: the hiumanities. She. 


maintains that the metaphoric ‘percept ions, of students, so important. . 


jective behavior required. fer accountability. » 


On ao ‘ware positive nate, Cohen. (1975) found that. among 8 NB a. 


effective device. for’ Yeatning. This suggests. “that eh 


Practice | 


“People P siceattes 
gene evaluated--they have been for years 
“tion methods have been: standardized. We vy comment t here ay oe 
: Propostils for Ropstandafe methods: oF oration . - 
special ‘Sonsiderwtion re the process. “of evaluation. ° 
_short- ~ range. goals that are relevant to the life: of. the student aha 


objectives: oriented to the = student! S. present ‘goals: ‘When the. broad ‘ 


the ae of de: civil- -rights movement may’ "be more’ effective ‘than the 
e. study of the colonial’ period for the minority. ‘child. ~The teacher must 
ie pay attention to the éuYturat basis of differences in | student | behavior « 
: fe, g-, use of middie-class. English): ‘and be careful’ to “evaluate ‘only © 
_ ability.” i ‘Metz ner (971). cites ‘several’ studies that. illustrate teachér 
bias. ace cording” to ‘sex, socieconomic status, has Feputation, cand © 


other. nonacademic. quatities of ‘Students. 

The concept_»f, accountability has permeated all. “types of. schoo! 
evaluation. Forehand et al. (1973). describe: a program for student’ " 
“evaluation based. on accountability. “First, -the school system. estab- 
“Tishes: a. minimum standard for student. achievement. Then: the students 
are tested. to determine the. base for. their development. - (The: authors: 
offer. instructions for calculating this. base point. , Teacher's: can then 
cmeasure improvement based on the original scores. According | to the 


an “ 


: authors, "The school staffs and “the aeepresentatives: of the school 


“4g. 


oo 


canal the 1 ‘movelnent at avi jevels for participation, of. performers. in the. 
cestablishment of ‘goals apd. criteria for’ evaluation of their “perforsances.” 


“between. These mentioned above, iMustrate ony. some pe the ayaa in 
whig ch evaluation systems for, students” can be modified and: “improved. 
tn summary, the: role of’ ‘the student seems to” “carry different 
“expectations . for évaluation ‘than: the roles of administrator and 
teacher... Whereas teachers and administrators are more . sheltered From 
“evaluation, students apps ar to ‘be particularly vulnerable A the ef- 


on Bia a 2 ‘ . x 


‘fects. "Of evaluation. oe 
- Although the frequency. of evaluation appears to be greater, the 


=< By 


"theoretical, literature offers: “support, for ‘features “of evaluation | that 
affect administrators and teachers also. ‘Frequency of evaluation, 
knowledge of--criteria or standards , and the need. for quick and concise | 
communication. of evaluations Feriain important whéther= administrator, 
“teacher, or student, is the. evaluatee. In. poiicy-reiated_ articles, 

- determining criteria seems tobe ‘the. stumbling. block in, creating’ an’ 


evaluation eee ema: “As with tedchers and adwj..istrators, evaluation ” 


“tion given. to: * such” ‘app: Foaches in the ‘ieeratiie.. Practical suggest ions 
“for better student evaluation seem rare, , despite the need. for improve- ” 
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